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Decision making is one of the most important and complicated
processes in school organizations. Because of the increased complexity
of school organizations and the expanded role of teachers within those
settings, decision making; once thought to be primarily an administra-
tive.function, has evolved into a mutually shared responsibility
involving critical tasks carried out by teachers and administrators.
Decisions involving the selection of personnel are crucial to the
achievement of the major aims of schools. The exploratory study reported
in this nrper focused on teacher participation in the decision-m3ling
processes of personnel selection in public schools.

Lipham (1974, 1976) developed a useful typology for examining
decision making in schools. He identifie; three dimensions to the

decision-making construct--content, involvement, and stages. In this

study, decision content relates to the selection of teachers and

principals, decision involvement is the role teachers have in this

prcccss, and how and to what degree teachers are personally involved in

this process relates to decision stages.

The investigation was guided by two major research questions,
What level of participation do teachers currently experience in the
selection of fellow teachers and principals? Do different 18%¥8ls of
involvement, personal involvement or by representation, affect the
satisfaction that teachers express in selection decisions which are
made in their schools?

Though not specifically focused on teacher involvement in person-

nel selection decisions, a rich body of research has contributed to



“ current knowledge on shared decision making in schools and other
organizations (Alluto & Belasco, 1973; Bridges, 1967; Lipham, 1979;
Flannery, 1980; Dunstan, 1981; and Frie;en, Carson & Johnson, 1983).
However, only a few items in the decision 1nv6i;ement matrices treated
teacher participation in employment decisionms.

‘Dunstan (198;) cited five major advantages to increased levels of
participative decision making by teachers--human growth and develop-
ment , more willing acceptance of decisions, enhanced quality of decisions,
enhanced sense of belonging, and the satisfaction of teachers' desires
o+ dzr ¢»~tfc rtructwes. Meohrman, Cnokz ond Mohvran (1978) vrepnrred
that teacher participation in decisions was most appropriate when
decisions were of central concern to the teacher. Hoy and Miskel (1982)
elaborated the notion of "zone of acceptance" as it related to teacher
participation in organizational decision making. Two criteria, personal
stake and degree of expertise, were tests of relevance for the desire
for level of decision involvement and range of acceptance éf decisions
made.

In terms of personal stake and expertise in the issue of teacher
and principal selection, key questions are: How important is the selec-
tion of fellow teachers and principals to classroom teachers? How can
teachers be involved meaningfully in the selection process? What
benefits are there for the teachers themselves and for the organization?
Teachers do vary in their preference for involvement in shared decision
nmaking (Cronkite, 1973; Friesen, et al., 1983). That being the case,
the major purpose of this research was to examine the level of teacher

involvemern* in personnel selection. It further investigated the
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relationship of tegchers' personal involvement (or by representation) in.
teacher and principal employment decisions and teacher satisfaction with
selection decisions. )

A review of the major summaries of personnel selection and inter-
view research (Arvey & Campion, 1983; Castetter, 1976; Harris, MciIntyre,
Littieton & Long, 1979; Schalock, 1976; Schmitt, 1976) revealed few
empirical studies which investigated the role of teachers as co-decision
makers in the selection of teachers and principals in public schools.
Maguire (1§83) suggested that the use of teachers in interviewing
teache: .urdilates Jdevelcoped o tdigher remsz2 »f profes-ionallsn by
expanding the organizational responsibilities of the classroom teacher
as well as overall goals of the organization. A study by Sparks (1981)
found that principals advocated.ingreased participation of teachers in
decision—making processes, including personnel selection, in order to

satisfy teachers' desires for increased participation and control in

their organizational work life.

Methodology

To answer the major research questions a survey instrument was
designed to measure the types and levels of teacher involvement in
personnel selection processes in schools and the corresponding levels
of satisfaction with their involvement in the process and with the out-
comes of the final hiring decisions., The data gathered in the survey
were of three types--Likert scaled items, checklist items, and open—.
ended responses,

The survey instrument was piloted in graduate classes of educational
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administration. Since the majority'of these respondents were public
school teachers, their initial responses to specific items were
valuable for refining the instrument and generating additional'research
questiqns. A second piloting of the instrument was done to establish
the reiiability of specific items on the questionnaire. Graduate
studénts in a course on personnelselection were given the survey. Two
weeks later, the survey was re-administered. Reliability coefficients
for the individual items ranged from .76 to .90. Based on these
coefficients, the instrument was believed Eé yield fairly stable responses.

© o ss.atified rardet selsatton -r-iedurz was errloyed t. selert @
sample of public school teachers (K-12) in a large midwestern state.
Because it was believed that factors such as student population, socio-
economic conditions, community settings, and types of school district
might affect to varying dégrees teacher involvement in personnel selec-
tion practices, five strata representing‘these differences were
identified: central city, independent city, suburban, rurél, and very
wealthy districts.

Based on the 1983-84 school year teacher employment data recorded
with the State Department of Education, and proportional to their number
in the population, 305 public school teachers were selected from the
five strata and received the survey instruments by mail. After two
weeks, a second mailing was sent out. Table 1 indicates a total return
of 183 questionnaires whicn represents 60.0% of the total. Though non-
responses do represent a threat to the data in that those responses
might be different, the rate of return and its distribution among the

strata were deemed as acceptable for the analysis.

t
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e Findings

As noted earlier, questionnaires were distributed to a random
sample of teachers in five distinct school-community categories. Total
responses returned numbeged 183 or 60.9%. Six responses were not
usable in the data analysis process. Thus all calculstions are
based on a total of 177 responses. Table 1 indicates the number of use-
able questionnaires returned from teachers in each category and the

- respective response rates.

Table 1

.Response Rates by Community Categories

Questionnaires Sent Questionnaires Returned 7 Returned

Central City . 64 36 56.3
Independent City 45 26 56.6
satellite Com. 75 TR 61.3
Rural Dist. 87 52 59.8
Very Wealthy Dist. 33 17 5%.5

Teacher Involvement in Selection Decisions
The responses indicate an extremely low level of involvement of
teachers in the selection of fellow teachers and of principals. Further-
more, there is little difference in their rate of involvement in the
selection of teachers and their rate of invoivement in the selection of

principals. There is little difference among the school-community
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categories as to levels ofrlnvolvement either. i

Only 10 teachers (5.6%) among the total respondent group ;eported .
having been personally‘involved in the gelection of a fellow teacher in .
the last three years. Among those, only two (1.1%) described themselves

- as heavily.involved. The teachers also.report that in 90 percent of
.thei£ districts there is no teacher involvement (a response of 1 or 2
‘on:a 7-point rating scale) in the selection-of teachers.

Teachers in independent cities reported the highest level of 3
parﬁicipatibn in the last three years with two teachers (7.7%) indicating
iuvplvcmggg {s:2 Tabl. ). Teachers f1. satell’te cewmmiting verrrveed
an involvement level of 6.5% (3 teachers). Teachers in the very wealthy
districts indicated an involvement rate of 538%; that figure is based ;n

1

one positive response, however.

Table 2
Teachers Reporting Personal Involvement in the Selection of

Teachers in the Past Three Years

Teachers Personally

Teachers Involved in Teacher
. Responding Selection % of Involvement
Central City 36 ' 1 2.8
Independent City; 26 2 7.7
Satelitte Com. 46 “3 6.§
Rural Dist. 52 3 5.8
Very Wealthy Dist. 17 1 5.8
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There is slightly greater variance 1p't£e responses reg;rding.;he
knozledge of teacher participation within the school builé?hg in the
process of selecting other teachers. Teachers indicated that as fe; ag
3 percent of the buildings in a category (central city) had any teacher
involvement (r;tings of 3-7 on the scale) in the teacher selection, and
as many as 19 percent of the buildings within a category (rural) had

some involvement (see Table 3).

Table 3
Levals ¢f Teacher Irvolvament 11 the

Teacher Selection Process

% Reporting No % Reporting Some

Teachers Involvement of or Heavy Involve-

Responding Teachers ment of Teachers Jotal %
Central City 36 97.2 28.0 100
Independent City -~ 26 92.4 '7.6 100
Satellite Com. 46 89.1 10.9 100
Rural Dist. 52 81.0 19.0 100
Very Wealthy Dist. 17 88.2 . 11.8 100

Clearly all of these data-indicate that teachers are rarely involved
in the selection of their fellow workers; they report neither personal
involvement in the process nor knowledge of the involvement of other
teachers.

The responses regarding teacher involvement in the selection of
principals differs very Jlittle from the data reported on the selection

of teachers. There is very little teacher input in the selection of
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principals, and there is little variaﬁge among the categories of communi-
ties as to teacher involvemgnt'in the process. ‘ . N

Only six teachers among the total'respondent group_(3.6%)'reported
that they were personally involved in the selection of a princigpl in
the last three y;ars (see Table 4). Among those s8ix persons, only one
cateéorihed the involvement as "heavy" (6 or 7 on the rating scale).
The teachers report that in 83.6 percent of their buildings there is no

teachér involvement in the selection of principals. This figure is

slightly less than 90 percent rate of no involvement in teacher selection,

Table 4
*  Tealhers Reporting Personal Involvement in the °
Selection of Principals in the

Last Three Years

*

Teachers Personally .

Teggchers Involved in Teacher

Responding __Selection % 0f Involvement
Central City 36 0 0
Independent City e 26 1 3.8

/"

SateXlite Com. 46 3 3.5
Rural Dist. 52 1 1.9
Very Wealihy Dist. 17 1 5.8

Teachers in the satellite communities reported the highest level of
participation wi%P 6.5%, and the central city respondents reported no
personal gatticipation by teachers in the selection of principals in

the last three years. Only one central citv respondent (2.8%) reported

-

10

-4



9

L

knowledge of teacher participation i the selection of principals withid

- -
. [y -

> the school.  The data clearly indicate that neither the levels of partit ' “
cipation nor the variance Jin level of teacﬁér participation in the
selection of pglncipals is more than negligible, However, there is
slightly more variance in the data regarding know]edge of teacher

e participation in the selection process than thare is in the data about

personal participation (see Table 5). [The range of some participation

Table 5 -
wevaels ol Teeher Feooicipetion (n

the Principal Selection Process

Teachers 7 Reporting No & Reporting Some Or

Responding Involvement Heavy Involvement
Central City 36 97.2 ‘ 2.8
Independent City 26 88.5 11.5
satellite Com. 46 93.5 6.5 2
Rural Dist. 52 73.1 : 26.9 '
Very Wealthy Dist. ' 17 82.3 - 17.7 ’

(indicated by a rating of 3-7 on the scale) runs from 2.87% among the
. d .0

central city respondents to 26.9% among the respopdents from the tural

-

districts. This is obviously a siénificant difference in,the level of

1t

participation. It is interesting to note that only 6 of éhé respondents _
f"

(3.4%) indicated that teachers in their systems were heavily involved in

the process of selection of *principals. o

A display of figures regarding both teacher and principal selec-

tion (see Table 6) shows quite clearly that central city teachers report
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the least involvement in either process. It is also obvious that
teachers in the rural .districts report the highest level of participa-

tion among lheir colleaguif, although their personal participation is

not the highest.

Table 6
A Comparison of Levels of Teacher Involvement in

Teacher and Principal Selection

Reporting Personal Reporting Teacher

. 'Invelvemat.. I:velver.as
Teacher Principal Teacher Principal
. ' Selection Selection Selection Selection
Central City 2.8% 0% - 2.8% 2.8%
Independent City ;}QZ o 3.8% 7.6% 11.5%
' satellite Com. 6.5% €.5% 10.9% 6.5%
Rural Dist. 5.8% - 1.9% - 19.8. 26.9%
Very Wealchy Dist. 5.8% 5.8% 11.8% 17.7%

Those teacﬁers who reported personal involvement in the process of
the selection of other teachers performed a variety of,éelection tasks.
Half of the®l0 persons reporting personal invelvement in‘ghe selection
process participated in interviews of candidates. Four of them indicated
that they screened papers, and four were actually i;volved in the deci-
sion to hire a candidate. There was also a small amdﬁnx of‘participatio;
in the processes of checking references,‘observiﬂé.candidates éeach,

evaluating teaching materidls, and creating.job descriptions.

Teachers who reported personal involvement in the selection of

~
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principals (6) displayed a somewhat different pattern of parti;ipation.
All of them were involved in the interviewing process and in the making
of the hiring decision. Half of them (3) screened the candidates'
paper'materlals as well,.and one reported involvement in the writing
.of a job description. It is clear from these data, although based on
a very small sample, that persons involved in the selection of princi-
pals were 8iven a more significant role in the total process than were
those teachers involved in the selection of ‘their peers. Teachers
selecting principals participated in an average of 2.7 tasks (53%)
while thuse selec;ingfueachexa pacticiaptad Zn an gi2jrage of 1.9 trsls
(27%). |

Thus we can conclude that among most tegchers and in most school
buildings, there is little teacher input in the declision-making involved
in the selection of building level professional staff. If there is
some form of teacher involvement in decision-making at the building
level it is not generally in the selection cf staff that this activity

is played out.

Teacher satisfaction with Selection Decisions

Teachers also reported their degrees of satisfaction with the
selection decisions made with respect to teachers and principals. They
were given an opportunity to rate their satisfaction on a scale from
1(low) to 7(high). Ratings of 1 or 2 were viewed as meaning very

dissatisfied, ratings of 3, 4, or 5 indicated neither dissatisfaction

nor satisfaction, and ratings of 6 or 7 were labeled very satisfied on

the quescionnaire.
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Teacher ;atisfaction with teachers selected is reported in Table 7.
It is most interesting to note that central city respondents, the group
that reported the least involvement in teacher selection, appears to be
highly ambivalent about the results of that selection process and also
indicates the least satisfaction of any of the categories of teachers.
The ;ndependent city teachers reported the higheéf personal involvement
in the selection process and now report the highest level of dissatisfac-
tion with teacher selection results. They do show more satisfaction
than the central city teachers. What seems most clear in the data is

ch: fac. =het eystem Liriicipation *n the sclectior ~f tecnbers won

Table 7

Teacher Satisfaction with Teachers Hired

Very Neither Satisfied Very

Dissatisfied Nor Unsatisf#ed _ Satisfied
Central City | 0% ' 88.2% . 11.8%
Independent City 16.0% 68.0% 16.C%
Satellite Com. 11.3% 61.3% : 27.4%
Rural Dist. 5.32 56.2% 35.5%
Very Wealthy Dist. 0% 62. 5% 37.5%

highest in the satellite (10.9%), very wealthy (11.8%), and rural
(19.8%) districts. Those districts also report significantly higher
.levels of satisfaction (27.4%, 37.5%, and 35.5%, respectively, of

their responses were in the category of very gsatisfied). In fact, a

rank ordering of categories from high to low participation is exactly

1ike a rank ordering of high to low percentages of responses in the very

ERIC 14



satisfied category.

Teacher satisfaction with principals selected is reported in
Table 8. At first glance one notices that there is less ambivalence
about principals, especially among central city teachers, and that in
fact there is a higher level of extreme dissatisfaction with principals
than there was with teachers. Nearly 30 percent of the independent city
teachers reported that they were very dissatisfied with the principals

selected. They also reported the lowest level of satisfaction.

Tible ©

Very Neither Satisfied Very

Dissatisfied Nor Unsatisfied Satisfied

Central City 20.0% 57.1% - . 22.9%
Independent City 29.2% 54.2% 16.6%
Satellite Com. 17.1% - 65.9% 17.0%
Rural Dist. 10.5% 50.0% 39.5%
Very Wealthy Dist. 11.8% 67.7% 33.5%

While a ;ank ordering of levels of participation in the selection
process for principals does not parallel the levels of satisfaction with .
the results quite so neatly, it is clear that there is a strong correla-
tion. The significantly higher levels of participation in rural and
wealthy districts is matched by significantly higher levels of satisfac~
tion with the outcome of the process.

A question regarding the respondents' satisfaction with the
selection processes themselves, as opposed to the outcome.of the pro-

cesses, reveals much higher levels of dissatisfaction than did the

15
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question about satisfaction with the people who were hired as a result

of the process. Lefels of high dissatisfaction with both selection

processes (see Tables 9 and 10) are higher than the levels of high

satisfaction with both processes, except in the case of the very wealthy

[

Table 9
- 0
Satisfaction with the Process for

Teacher Selection

Very Neither Satisfied Very
D.ssacizriad No: Unsiticfled Sat{afiad
Central City 23.0% 74.2% 2.8
Independent City 30.2% . 66.0% 3.8%
Satellite Com. 29.0% 66.6% 4.42%
Rural Dist. 31.5% 62.2% 6.3%
Very Wealthy Dist. 11.8% 71.5% 17.7% -
Table 10

Satisfaction with the Process for

Principal Selection

Very Neither Satisfied Very

Dissatisfied Nor Unsatisfied Satisfied
Central City 36.2% 55.5% ‘ 8.3%
Independent City 36.8% 52.0% 12.0%
Satellite Com. 42.3% 53.3% 4.4%
Rursl Dist. 44.0% 42.07% 14.0%
Very Wealthy Dist. 6.7% 60.07% 33.3%

16
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districts where the teachers seem to be generally more satisfied with
both what occurs (process) and what results from the occurrence (persons
hired). It is also interesting to note that teachers are more
dissatisfied with the process for selecting principals (except in the
very wealthy districts) than with the procers for selecting teachers.

At the same time they express a higher.level of satisfaction regarding
the process for selecting principals than with the process for selecting
teacharé. They ars obviously more opinionated about the selection of’
their superiors than they are about the selection of their peers.

while Ll rank o.dering frem nigh i luw levils of atisfaction 1 R

the outcome of the teacher selection process matches exactly a high to
low rank ordering of the levels of sa?isfaction of the ‘teacher selection
process itself, there is more variance in a similar rank ordering of the
principal selection outcomes and précess. Nevertheless the correlation
is a strong positive one.

An analysis of the responses of those pefsons reporting personal
participation in the selection of teachers (10) reveals mean scores of
4.8 and 4.7 in terms of their satisfaction with the outcome of the
teacher selection process and with the process itself. The means for
che total population were 4.43 on levels of satisfaction with the out-
come and 3.38 on satisfaction with the process. While the number of
respondents indicating personal participation s too small to provide

valuable data, it does suggest a higher level of satisfaction for

those who participate in the sclection of teachers.

Those personally involved in the selection of principals (6)

. reported mean satisfaction levels of 4.7 and 5.1 on the outcomes and the

17



16
processes of principal selection. This is in contrast to the mean
satisfaction levels expressed by the entire population of the study,

which are at 4.22 with outcomes and 3.28 with the process itself (see

Table 11).
Table 11
Comparison of Levels of Satisfaction

Teacher Selection Principal Selection

Out comes Process Qutcomes Process
Tetas Population 4443 3.33 SGerl 3.2"
Personally Involved

Teachers 4,8 4.7 4.1 5.1

.Again the numbers are too small to provide a basis for a valuable
comparison, ’

In response to open-ended questions about their interest in°
participating in the seléction of fellow teachers and buil&ing princi-
palé, the respondents indicated a strong tendency in favor.of teacher
participation. Across all categories, 76 percent of the teachers
expressed an interest in being actively involved in the selection.of
other teachers, and 78 percent wanted to participate in the selection of
principals.

What was apparent was that essentially the same respondents were
interested in pa;ticipating in both selection processes. Among the
76 percent-78 percent of the total group, however, there was a qualita-

tive difference in the emphasis they placed on the importance of

teacher participation in teacher selection and in prinmcipal selection,

18
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They expreésed much stronger feelings about theivr involvement in the
selection of principals. Teachers felt that principals had the poten-
tial for having much more impact on their daily work life. Only if
teachers were in team units or departments was there much concern about
the effect of fellow teachefs on their work life. This finding is

~

similar to Weick's notioq of classroom teaching as a loosely coﬁplgd
system as well as Lortie's (1980) assertion of individualism which A
characterizes teachers.. Teachers can isolate themselQes from fellow
teachers if they choose. However, principals seen as bosses, governors
of dail, affuire, anl peofermance eraluators could a7t be ac easi'w
blocked ouf of teachers' daily work lives.
Despife their strong desire for participatioq, few of the teachers,
- however, mentioned a desire for exclusive decision-making authority

regarding the hiring of teachers or principals. They did articulate

areas in which they could make particularly valuable congpibutions to

.

3 ‘\\‘
the total selection process. Teachers viewed themselves as having some

unique insights into the natvre of teaching: ''teachers are more awere
of what makes a good teacher than are most principals." They viewed
themselves as having the ability to evaluate teaching potential, to
assess the ability to handle-hon—instructional duties, and to be
intimately knowledgeable about content areas. Perhaps most important,

| they claimed the ability to 3udge a candidate's potential for fit in
the system, addressing the realms of personal; instructional, and
environmental compatability.

The respondents named specific activities in which they would be{fﬁ

most comfortable in making their contributions to the selection process.

19
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Most important to them was having a role ip the development of the
selection criteria; that is, the definition of a good teacher. They
also felt that they were effective in observing teaching candidates,
screening candidates, evaluating experience, and making recommendations
for hiring.

.The respondents élso expressed reasons for their desires for
" participation. They viewed their involvement as a step toward profes-
sionalism and toward validating thé-importance‘of those persons in the
teaching role._, They also affirmed their participation as a means of
buyildiag the %ird 3£ ~nllegie’ upport for wtich “tey felt o aeed.

The respondents who indicated a preference for no involvement in
teacher selection cited a number of reasons for that position. They
did not see teacher selection as their job, nor did they share a sense
‘of collective responsibility for the health of the system. ‘‘hey also

contended that they had neither the skills nor the time to participare«.

<
.

And finally they viewed the selection process as a political one that
was very difficult to affect.

Teachers emphatically asserted a number of reasons for their
involvement in the selection of principals. They contended that they
had the ability to assess the candidates' sen;itivity to the myriad
concerns of teachers, to judge the candidates' compatibility with
staff, community, and school philosophy and to assess a candidate's
huﬁan relations skills. They also felt that they could evaluate the
candidates"ability to handle discipline, that is, the likelihood that
the candiAate would meet’their expectations for the principal's role

in the mamagement of student discipline. And finally, some expressed
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a need to determine "if the candidates know anytﬁing at all about the
education of children." |

The respondents asserted several positive outcomes of their
involvement in principal selection. Similar to responses about thelr
involvement in the selection of felloweteachers, involvement would
enhaéce the importance of the teachers' role and develop a sense of
harmony and team w;rk among staff. Teachers believe that their
participation would help to eliminate the political “games" common t;
the hiring process, and that it would insure continuity of philosophy,
vilicy, wd programs. Perhaps nes~ irportint, the ivvalverert of
teachers could help to avoid later conflicts that might arise as a
result of éoor fit between iue principal and thé system.

Those who indicated a preference for not being involved in the
selection of principals-(ZZX) gave a number of reasons for their pusi-
tion as well. They cited lack of time, the difficulty in getting
teachers to agree on the criteria for a good principal ("a good princi=~
;al is not necessarily a popular ome"), lack of expertise, and the
inability to impact the political nature of decision making.
| The reasons given for teacher participation in the selection
process are reflective of the values of the fespondents. Hence, they
often reflect the combatability (to quote one respondent!) of teachers
and administrators, and in some cases, they display disagreement
among the respondents. Nevertheless, they do suggest some direction

toward the achievement of organizational health through participation

| in decision making.

\\

21



20
Conclusions and Discussion

Based on the findings there are six conclusions which have impli-
cations for personnel selection practices in schools and for further
research into the role of teachers in the selection of fellow teachers
and administrators. ' .

1. There is a marked discrepancy between the current le;els and
types of involveme;t by teachers in personnel selection processes'and
teachers' desire.for involvement in the process.

2. Based on an analysis of responses to open—ended questions,
teachers pelieve they nave unique skL;;s and perspéctrves which Luey
can contribute to the process of selecting school personnel.

3. Though the data do not permit a test of statistically signifi-
cant differences between those teachers with higﬁ levels of involvement
versus those with little or no involvement and their accompanying
degrees of satisfaction with the selection decision processes and out-
comes, there is some reason to believe that higher levels of partici-
pation may be positively related to satisfaction iﬁ both the process and
outcome of personnel selection decision makihg in schools. ’

4. Teachers expressed mcre satisfaction with the process of
selecting principals thaﬁ they did with the outcomes of that process,
that is, the person who was ultimately hired.

5. Teachers expressed more dissatisfaction with the principals
hired and indicated a greater desire to be i;volved in the selection
of principals.

6. In response to open-ended questions, there was a sense of

"my role, my perspective, and my insight" versus that of administrators.

22



This took on a me-them mentality which is dysfunctional to shared
decision making in the selection process.

‘ The six major conclusions cited above have important implications
for personnel selection practices in public schools snd for further
research. Teachers do in fact want to be involved in the selection of
fellon’teachers and principals. However, there is a subtlety in terms
of how teachers see’themselves involved in the total process. Tew
teachers saw the selection of personnel as solely their responsibility.
In fact, teachers saw themselves in suppogtive and consultative roles
making 1ecommuudativun on sclasticn criteris, precewnes ¢ sandd -
dates. In this respect, teachers were able to articulate a clesr
sense of how they could meaningfully contribute to selection procedures.
Teachers are selective about their desire for involvement. They do not
want to be involved just for the sake of involvement or for any
abstract notions of participative decision making. They believe they
offer unique qualities to the process. Resonating the findings by
Conway (1978), the widest gaps between actual and desired levels of
shared decision making by teachers are in the area of appointment of
staff.

A pilot study using a similar instrument (Bredeson & Gips, 1983)
indicated that administrators view teachers as being much more
involved in the selection process than teachers do. This is similar
to findings by Knoop and O'Reilly (1977). Based on these findings,
it is crucial that administrators and teachers communicate their
expectations and desires as they relate to personnel selection

[

decisions. Whether administrators are simply unaware or if they are

[
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ignoring the desire of teachers to be more involved, teachers need to
make a stronger case for their involvement and the benefits which accrue
to the process and to the organization as by-products of greater
invoivenment. T 'y

It is clear from the reasons cited by respoﬁdents for greater
teacﬁer invplvement in personnel selection that there is a need to
improve the criteria, assessment tools, and individual skills which
teachers and administrators use to evaluate and cﬁoose their colleagues.
Teachers see the improvement of gelection criteria, evaluation
fartrumense 9d thedr ow~ assirsnent rk*lle as valurtle centwibvtlons to
the process and to decision outcomes--the teachers and administrators
who come into their scﬁools.

There is a need to replace the adversarial model of principal
teacher relations with one which is characterized by a mutual sense of
professional integrity, responsibility and commitment to commonly
held school goals and values. Certainly the employees who ;re chosen
are to a great degree the organizational statements (products) of
this sense of professional éccord: Shared decision making is not useful
if it becomes a political game or a w#& of posturing for more power,

The true value of participative decision making comes in how all parties
have knowledges, skills, attitudes and perspectiVes‘whicB are
enriching factors, not compeiing ones. .

The involvement of teachers in personnel selection processes is

an investment in the humanlresources of schools, Investment connotes

notions of risk and capital. The risk is that such involvement could'

have some unknown negative side effects which nearly 25 percent of the
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respondents indicated as reasons teachers should not be involved in-
selection. The risks associated with éreater teacher involvement in |
persPnnel selection processes in schools are similar to those related
to any ipvestment. One can never be certain of investment outcom;s.

}k
Risk i;( an accepted condition tempered by the promise.of sign’ficant

returns on the initial investment. In the case of greater teacher

.
1
o]

Qérticipation, the thential outcomes and their accompanying by~ .
products are the most positive aspects contained in the teacher partfci— -
’ pation prospectus.

In ~dditior t2 the direct “ene2f?ts tc the se'ertior prncesses‘and
their outcomes, there are a number of by-products such as an increased
sense of teamwork, staff harmony, and professionalism among teachers
and principals. The capital needed is the time for teachers to be
involved. This time commitment by teachers must not take away from
their teaching and planning time. Nor should teachers be expected to
be ready consultants after school, at night, and on weekends.

Release time and extra contractual days are several ways to facilitate
the needed investment of time by teachers.

Recognizing the limitations associdted witl' the response rate
and with the small number of respondents who indicated significant
levels of involvement in teach;r and principal selection, there is a
need to go beyond mere numerical data to identify not only levels of
participation and satisfaction but underlying reasons. Personal
interviews with teachers who are involved as well as those who are

most dissatisfied would be useful in trying to present a better

.description of the nature of teacher involvement, the desire to change

&



b .

4

24
)

a

current practices and processes, and the likely effects which would
accrue to schools.

The data in this study hinted at the‘notion that higher levels .
of teacher participation may be positivel; related to greater satisfaé-
tion with both selection p;ocesses an§ outcomes, Whether or not
grea}er participation in personnel selection has any effect on a
teacher's general satisfaction with his/her professional work life and
whether such.participation is related to the internalization of.and |
the commitment to the system and its goals needs tlo be investigated.

Piearnses to ques~ions d2aling «*th why tecchars should he
involved in the selection of fellow teachers and admin: :rators yielded
a variety of claims about the benefits to the process and to the
organization in general of such .participation. The validity o{ these
claims needs to be addressed. )

Finally, the discrepancy between administrators' and teachers'
perceptions of teacher involvement in personnel selection geeds to be

LY
examined. Is the difference real or is it simply a matter of inter-

pretation? Further research would provide insight into these queries.

-]

- Based on the findings and their implications a model (Figure 1)
for meaﬁingfdlly involving teachers in personnel selection pEactices.
in schools is suggested. A position opening, administrative or
instructional, offers an opportunity for cooperative planning and
shared decision making in schools. The figure indicates a flow of
selection activities with input from teachers and administrators to
particular tasks. Based on the findings, the development of job related

criteria and selection criteria is a major activity in which teachers
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and administratogys in a parallel fashion can make valuable contributions
based on their unique experiences and perspectives within the school
organization.

In terms of training, both teachers and administrators can make
contributions to the process. The dotted feedback loop indicates
teachers and administrators need to be trained in how to effectively use
various aelect;on tools and how to assess and evaluate cindidates
againsﬁ prestated 3obAdescripFions and selection criteria. Training must
be developmental and on-going. One éraduate'course, workshop, or .
jovrmal article on perronnel selection will not suf€ine. Teachers and
adminibtratorg need to be aware of potential sources of rating bias
and how various selection instruments can be used most effectively.

As indicated by the respondents, both teachers and administrators
have valgéble ingsights and skills which they offer for the assessment
of candidates. Based éﬁ this assessment, botﬁ can then formulate recom-
mendations for hiring based:on their ratings of the candid;tes'
streﬁgths and abilities. Teachers do not see themselves as co-opting
personnel selection decisions. The dotted feedb;ck loop from teachers
to administrators indicates the flow of teachers' recommendations to
administrators, who then present both the teachers' and administrators'
recommendations to the school board for the final decision to hire new
staff members.

Finally, both administrators and teachers have a responsibility-
to bring the new staff member into the organization using the full
complement of formal and informal networks. Too often personnel

selection is seen as a process which ends with a recommendation to hire
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or with parties éiﬁhing contracts. The failure co see the process
through by providing meaningful orientat;on.programs and related services
to newly hired staff members has the potential for negating all of the
efforts and resources spent in previous stages of the selection process.
Just because a pérson is hired is no guarantee of success in the organi-
zation. Orientation activities ranging from formal presentations to
informal support systems can provide valuable bridges to span the
gulf of unknowns between system expectations and mores and the talents,

‘expertise and energy of -newly hired staff.

N

)
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